FAPRI Analysis of the Proposed \u27Agenda 2000\u27 European Union CAP Reforms by Meyers, William H. et al.
CARD Working Papers CARD Reports and Working Papers
3-1998
FAPRI Analysis of the Proposed 'Agenda 2000'











See next page for additional authors
Follow this and additional works at: http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/card_workingpapers
Part of the Agricultural and Resource Economics Commons, Agricultural Economics Commons,
Economic Policy Commons, and the International Economics Commons
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the CARD Reports and Working Papers at Iowa State University Digital Repository. It has
been accepted for inclusion in CARD Working Papers by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University Digital Repository. For more
information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Meyers, William H.; Womack, Abner W.; Hayes, Dermot J.; Smith, Darnell B.; Mohanty, Samarendu; Chaudhary, Sudhir; Elmore,
Steven L.; Fabiosa, Jacinto F.; Fuller, Frank H.; Hart, Chad E.; and Kovarik, Karen, "FAPRI Analysis of the Proposed 'Agenda 2000'
European Union CAP Reforms" (1998). CARD Working Papers. 223.
http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/card_workingpapers/223
FAPRI Analysis of the Proposed 'Agenda 2000' European Union CAP
Reforms
Abstract
The FAPRI modeling system used for the analysis provides information about the impact of the European
Union's (EU) proposed "Agenda 2000" Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reforms on U.S. crops and
livestock sectors, international trade balance, world prices, and on commodity supply and use in selected
countries. The proposed CAP changes are intended to improve EU agricultural competitiveness and market
orientation.
Disciplines
Agricultural and Resource Economics | Agricultural Economics | Economic Policy | International Economics
Authors
William H. Meyers, Abner W. Womack, Dermot J. Hayes, Darnell B. Smith, Samarendu Mohanty, Sudhir
Chaudhary, Steven L. Elmore, Jacinto F. Fabiosa, Frank H. Fuller, Chad E. Hart, and Karen Kovarik
This article is available at Iowa State University Digital Repository: http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/card_workingpapers/223
FAPRI Analysis of the Proposed 
"Agenda 2000" European Union 
CAP Reform 
FAPRI StatT 
Working Paper 98- WP 191 
April 1998 
F APRI Analysis of the Proposed "Agenda 2000" 
European Union CAP Reforms 
FAPRI Staff 
Working Paper 98-WP 191 
April 1998 
Center for Agricultural and Rural Development 
Iowa State University 
Ames, lA 50011-1070 
and 
Food and Agricultural Policy Research Institute 
Iowa State University 
Ames, lA 50011-1070 
This material is based upon work supported by the Cooperative State Research Education and Extension 
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, under Agreement No. 96-34149-2533. Any opinions, findings, 
conclusions. or recommendations expressed in this publication are those of the authors and do not 
necessarily reflect the view of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
FAPRI Staff 
Iowa State University 
William H. Meyers 
Dermot J. Hayes 








- - - ---------------------
FAPRI A~ALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED "AGE='IDA 2000'' 
EUROPEAN UNION CAP REFORMS 
The FAPRI modeling system used for this analysis provides information about the impact 
of the European Union's (EU) proposed "Agenda 2000" Common Agricultural Policy (CAPl 
reforms on U.S. crops and livestock sectors. international trade balances, world prices, and on 
commodity supply and use in selected countries. A set of tables summarizing the scenario results 
tor C S. and EU agriculture is presented in Appendix H. 
The assessment in this report is preliminary since the actual policy reform will surely differ 
from this initial proposal. Also, additional detail on proposed program administration is required 
1nr a complete analy<;is. This early assessment provides an indication of how Agenda :2000 may 
affect future trade relations between the United States and the EU. 
The proposed changes in the CAP are intended to improve EU agricultural competit1 venes.s 
and market orientation and to reduce the adverse consequences associated with supply 
management programs. Crop producers would have greater planting tlexibility and would no 
longer he subject to set-aside requirements. And the European Commission hopes that supply 
rnanagement problems would be reduced through a reduction in intervention prices. 
Regarding supply management, the European Commission is concerned that the current 
CAP policies could result in the accumulation of intervention stocks to unmanageable levels, 
especially for grains and beef. Thus, the proposed reductions in intervention prices, combined 
\vith increases in direct government support payments, would enhance EU competitivenes.~ in 
domestic and international markets and would lower the possibility of large accumulations in 
intervention stockholdings. 
Analysis Assumptions 
The Ell's proposed Agenda 2000 would initiate policy reforms in the grain, oilseed, dairy, 
and heef sectors of the agricultural economy. The Commission strives to increase EU 
agnculturc · ~ market orientation by lowering intervention prices in the grain, beef. and dairy 
sect<•rs: hy lowering set-aside requirements for crops (compulsory set-aside reference rate would 
he fixed at() percent): and by increasing planting flexibility through the establishment of a 
he fixed at 0 percent); and by increasing planting tlexibility through the establishment of a 
noncrop-specific compensatory payment. Government payments to producers in many sectors 
are either introduced or increased to offset the impact of lower prices on farm incomes. EU crop 
farm income also benefits from the elimination of set-aside requirements. 
Because European Commission members have stated that the oilseed area con<.;traints in the 
'"Blair House Agreement'' are no longer applicable. for this analysis FAPRI has assumed that the 
European Commission would administer programs as though the oilseed area constraint was no 
longer binding. This is an assumption only and the legality of the issue was not evaluated. 
Additionally, even though Agenda 2000 sets out the European Commission· s position for 
EU membership expansion, this analysis assumes the current IS-country membership only. A 
more detailed discussion of the sector-specific policy changes assumed in this analysis is 
provided in Appendix A. No other deviations from the 1997 FAPRI baseline were made in 
agncultural or trade policy, macroeconomic or production variables for the United States. or for 
the rest of the world. 
Expenditures for the U.S. Export Enhancement Program (EEP). an important policy 
instrument regarding international grain markets. were not changed from FAPRI basel me 
amounts. Because the EEP has been administered in a selective manner during recent years, the 
l 997 FAPRI baseline projected EEP expenditures below the Federal Agriculture Improvement 
and Reform (FAIR) Act allowed maximums. These results indicate that the motivation for 
maximum EEP expenditure. and even for increases above FAIR Act limitations. would be 
stronger under an Agenda 2000 scenario. Allowing EEP expenditures to increase over baseline 
levels would have a mode.st crop reallocation effect for U.S. and EU agriculture. And such an 
Increase would likely imply a reduction in export market share for other wheat exporters, 
primarily Canada. Australia, and Argentina. 
Analysis Results 
The relaxation of production restraint causes EU grain and oilseed harvested area to 
1t1crease approximately 8 percent (3.4 million hectares). Wheat harvested area has the largest 
impact, With increases of roughly 12 percent. Slightly lower market prices cause EU wheat 
vie Ids to decline by 3.7 percent from baseline projections. Area increases combined with yield 
reductions cause EU wheat production to increase by approximately 8 percent (8 million metric 
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tons) ELI wheat export mcreases average 38 percent. about 6 million metric tons above baseline 
levels. 
Coarse grains and meat net exports increase to a degree, and oilseed net imports decline 
slightly. Several factors imply that ELI-induced international market distortion is increased. An 
example is the increase in EU net exports of grains and meats. which is produced with substantial 
and increased direct government subsidy payments. combined with the reduction in supply 
restraint (set-aside reductions). 
The U.S. agricultural economy would be moderately affected by the current structure of tht· 
proposed reforms in the CAP. The specific commodities that would be affected most by Agenda 
:2()()() are those with greatest competition factors between the EC and the United States, notably 
\\heat and feed grains (Table I). 
Table I. Selected impacts onUS. agriculture from Agenda 2000 (change from FAPRI 
baseline for 2005/06) 
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In export quantity terms, the United States and the ELI compete most heavily in world 
\vheat markeh Because the EU would produce and thus export more wheat under the proposed 
-+ F4!'Rf SraJT 
reforms. the world reference prices for wheat arc expected to fall. U.S. exports of wheat fall by 
2.8 percent (35 million bushels) in the first year and average a decrease of 5.6 percent (70 million 
bushels) from 2001/02 to 2005/06. 
In the 1997 FAPRI baseline, the United States captured 3J.g percent of the world market m 
2005/06. but this share falls to 28.8 percent under the proposed reforms. EC trade share is up 
almost 6 percent over the baseline level to 24.5 percent of net exports. Increased U.S. wheat 
consumption occurs at the lower prices. With export reductions and increases in domestic 
consumption. total U.S. wheat use declines from baseline levels by 51 million bushels in 
2005/06. The U.S. wheat farm price drops by 3.6 percent ($0.13 per bushel) in 2000/01 and then 
-;tabliizes at around 5.0 to 6.1 percent lower than the baseline through 2005/06. 
Annual com exports fall between 10 and 47 million bushels below baseline levels, although 
the L.S. trade share for coarse grains declines by less than .5 percent. The U.S. corn pnce 
a\·erages about 2 percent ($0.05 per bushel) lower than baseline prices. 
Even with the relaxation of EU oilseed area constraints. U.S. soybean export levels do not 
change substantially. The soybean price i.s expected to be 1.3 percent ($().()9 per bushel) below 
the baseline projections. resulting mainly from the change in the exports of produch in the 
soybean complex. Soybean oil exports decrease 100 to 152 million pounds (4.8 to 7.1 percent). 
Meal exports are only marginally affected. Other crops such as cotton see only a minor impact, 
with cotton price decreasing by 0.8 percent ($0.50 per hundredweight). Rice is virtually 
unaffected by the present form of Agenda 2000. 
The eight-crop (wheat. corn. sorghum. barley, oats, cotton, rice. and soybeans) planted area 
in the United States averages 0.5 percent ( 1.5 million out of a 257 million acre average) below 
baseline levels. Most of the drop in planted area can be attributed to the drop in wheat area. 
which decreases by an average of 1.3 million acres. 
C .S. Livestock and Dairy 
The 1mpact of Agenda 2000 on the U.S. domestic livestock sector is small. Prices for 
cattle, broiler meat. and hogs average Jess than I percent below the baseline. Similarly, U.S. 
meat trade is affected by Jess than .5 percent. Dairy product prices and the farm price for milk 
declme by less than I percent throughout the analysis. 
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U.S. Farm Income 
'\et farm income in the United States falls by I percent ($530 million) in 2000 and is below 
baseline levels by 2 0 to 2.5 percent($ 1.08 to S 1.37 billion) through 2006. Crop receipts are 
dov.n S 1.3 to S 1.6 billion from 2001 to 2006. Livestock receipts decrease approximately $500 
million, but the economic impact is partially offset by lower feed costs. 
Impacts for the United States 
.\genda 2000, if adopted, would have an impact on agricultural sectors throughout the 
\\ orld The degree of impact would vary by location and by commodity. The largest impacts 
\\Ould occur in world grain markets and within the EU itself. International \Vheat and coarse 
ccrain export markets are also substantially affected. 
The United States will be primarily affected by reduced grain export demand that causes 
Jm,cr L.S. farm prices. In the United States, wheat markets would feel the largest Impact 
associated with Agenda 2000 CAP reforms. Agenda 2000 would have a negative price impact on 
almost all of the major U.S. agricultural commodities and, as a result, U.S. net farm income is 
lower than the 1997 F APRI baseline by an average of 2.1 percent from 2000 to 2006. 
Given these results, it is likely that future U.S. and EU trade relations would be adversely 
affected. In addition, it is also reasonable to assume that pressure for increased government 
support of U.S. agriculture and subsidizing of agricultural exports would also be greater than 
under current CAP policy. 
t~·u Crops. The two major policy adjustments for EU crop sectors under Agenda 2000 are 
the elimination of compulsory set-aside requirements and the introduction of noncrop-specific 
compensatory payments. Eliminating set-aside requirements increases the potential for crop 
cultivation and production. By establishing a noncrop-specific compensatory payment, the 
oilseed area constraint from the Blair House Agreement may no longer be enforced. In this 
FAPRI analysis, oilseed area is not constrained to Blair House limits. Without restrictions on 
planted area, oilseeds and grain crops in the EU compete directly fllr planted area. 
EU planting decisions-specifically, the harvested area allocation between cereals (grainsl 
and oilseeds-are based upon expected relative returns (here returns are from both the market 
and from government payments). Under current policy, oilseed returns compare favorably to 
gram returns. Even though the reform may imply some shifts in relative returns across regions, 
() FAI'RI Sw/f 
oilseed returns would still be competitive with returns to grain production Assuming no set-
asides and no Blair House limitations, both grains and oilseed area increase under the scenario. 
l:nder Agenda 2000. harvested area would exceed baseline levels by approximately ~4 
million hectares, primarily from eliminating set-aside requirements. In the first year of the 
reforms, the wheat area harvested is expected to jump by about 10. 1 percent ( 1.6 7 mi Ilion 
hectares). The proportional increases for coarse grains and oilsecds arc . ;;lightly kss than for 
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As a result of increased area and production, prices of major crops are projected to be lower 
relative to the baseline. EU wheat production increases by 8 percent under the Agenda 2000 
scenario. driving down the price of wheat in Rotterdam by 34 to 5.8 percent. Domestic use of 
wheat in the EU increases by only about 1.0 to 1.5 percent per year. Most of the increased 
production adds to the EU' s wheat exports, which are projected to be higher than the baseline by 
as much as 4~ percent (in 2003/04). EU stockholdings of wheat (private plus government-
sponsored) also increase by 20 percent relative to the baseline. 
Declines in world reference prices are relatively moderate for other crops. For example. 
corn prices fall by on! y $2 to $3 per metric ton between 2000/0 I and 2005/06. Increased barley 
production in the EU dampens the FOB U.S. Gulf prices by about $3 per metric ton throughout 
the projection pcnod. Ell stockholdings of barley increase by roughly 13 percent above baseline 
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level~. Prices for all oilseeds and oilseed products arc also negatively affected by increased 
~upply. 
EU Uvestock. In 2000, three exogenous policy changes in the proposal will have an Impact 
on the livestock sector and initiate demand and supply adjustments. The first is lowering the 
beef intervention price. This change decreases intervention stocks of beef, causing downward 
pressure on beef prices. The second is the 20 percent reduction in the intervention price for 
cereals. This translates into lower feed coqs, which tend to increase livestock supplies. Third, 
the introduction of per head payments to dairy producers has an upward influence on dairy 
mvcntoncs, increasing beef production in the long run. 
Lmver feed prices and increased direct paymcnh more than offset the effect of lc' 
pnces on profitability, and producers marginally expand their breeding herd inver' 
the baseline. Dairy cow numbers also expand relative to the baseline in respr 
dairy cow premium. As more animals arc added to the breeding herd inv 
available for slaughter declines. Hence, current production decline' 
Initially, these supply adjustments moderate the decline in the r 
production. In 2000, beef prices are 2.2 percent lower thar 
reduction in intervention price, even though productic· 
A result of building inventories in 2000 and 20(). 
available for .~laughter by 2002. Increasing the number of ar. 
higher beef production starting in 2002. Beef output in 2002 is L 
growing to 2.8 percent in 2006. This increase in production accentuu. 
price for the rest of the simulation period (Figure 2). Despite its projecte, 
remains above the reduced intervention price. prompting continued declines I. 
stocks. At 389 thousand metric tons. the beef ending stock level under Agenda 2(L 
close to 50 percent of the stock level in the baseline. 
:\!though beef prices in the EU are lower in the Agenda 2000 scenario than in the bC! 
the domestic market price is still higher than the world price, and the EU cannot export beef 
without subsidies. With export levels in the baseline already at the maximum subsidized level 
allowed under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), beef exports in the scenario 


































Figure 2. Agenda 2000 Impact on EU Producer Prices 
EL Dairy 
r~4f'R! Stu)f 
Introducing the new per head annual payment for dairy cows will discourage producers 
from reducing their herd size as much as is indicated in the baseline. With lmver market price.\. 
higher cow inventories, and a fixed production quota, the analysis assumes a slowing of the 
growth in milk production per cow. Consequently, the EU's dairy herd is projected to decline bv 
only I million head between 1997 and 2006, as compared to the 2 million head decline projected 
111 the baseline. Larger dairy cow inventories also increase EU beef production potential relative 
to the baseline. With the fixed production quota and lower milk prices, total milk production 
declines marginally from baseline levels. 
A relatively stable milk supply, together with lower milk and dairy product prices, results in 
an increasing share of milk going to the tluid market. The milk price in the EU is projected to 
fall by 7 percent over the period as the target price falls by I 0 percent (Figure 2). Fluid milk use 
rises due to the lower milk price. Industrial use, on the other hand, falls as more of the fixed 
milk quota is diverted to tluid milk production. 
Allocation of industrial milk between the butter and cheese industries is primarily governed 
by the GATT commitments that limit subsidized cheese exports. While lower dairy prices 
1ncrease domestic consumption of all dairy products, subsidized cheese export levels are 
mamtained at GA TT-allowed limits. Thus, industrial milk is diverted from butter and nonfat dry 
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milk (NFD) production to cheese production. With lower production and hii!her domestic 
consumptron, both exports and stock levels of butter and NFD fall. 
This analysis does not indicate that lower domestic prices will enable an expansion of 
competitive dairy product exports from the Eli. Despite the lowering of domestic dairy prices, 
overall dairy exports from the EU decline because the quota controls the milk production level 
and lower dairy prices prompt domestic consumption to increase. HO\vever. if the reform 
proposal increases the dairy quota, exports could be maintained or even increased. 
Impacts for the European Union 
Ostensibly. the CAP reforms would allow greater market orientation that would help 
facilitate integration of new member states. aid in preparing the Ell for the next World Trade 
Organization (WTO) round of negotiations, and increase competitiveness in Ell domestic and 
International markets. 
This analysis indicates that greater market orientation would be achieved for the crop. heeL 
and dairy sectors. The potential for large intervention stock accumulation would be reduced for 
the beef sector and, to a lesser extent, the dairy sector. For cereals, hmvever, this is not 
substantiated: total stockholdings for both wheat and barley mcrease in the Agenda 2000 
scenario. This is primarily due to the significant increase in production from reducing the 
compulsory set-aside potential. 
In sum. the results are mixed. Although a modest increase in international competitiveness 
and market orientation may result from the reforms, direct government support payments would 
increase and a continued substantial level of distortion in Ell markets would continue. The 
unr\ersal cereals intervention policy (a single intervention price for different grains) continues to 
distort commodity supply, demand, and prices, especially across regions. With reduced restraint 
on crop production. distortion of international markets would also increase. 
Annex 2 of the WTO Agreement on Agriculture states that for exemption from reduction 
cnmmitments. "domestic support should have no, or at most minimal, trade distortion effects or 
effects on production." Even if the new policies were to be found eligible for the "blue box" 
category (a class of programs thought of as market distorting but still granted temporary 
exemption) the future of the blue box in the next trade round is open to question. 
!() fAPR!StatJ 
Regardless of the WTO legalities, the current CAP has been viewed by competitors as 
protectionist and overly aggressive in international export markets. Because our analysis 
indicates that EU exports are likely to increase at the same time payments to producers are 
mcrcased. trade disputes arc likely to continue and intensify. 
Impacts on International Market<; 
The Agenda 2000 policy changes in the EU affect the world crops market by an increase in 
the total volume of exports and resulting lmver world prices. The largest impacts are for grains. 
especially wheat. Significant, but relatively smaller. impacts occur for coarse grains and 
uilseecJ:.;. The EU is the only exporting region to have an increase in grain exports (20 to 40 
percent). Because of shifts in relative prices, production and trade effects arc not uniform acros.s 
regions. 
Russia, the other Former Soviet Union (FSU) countries, and the developing nations of 
China and India import more wheat while other western European countries, Japan, and Egypt 
show little change in imports. Argentina, Eastern Europe, Ukraine, and Australia all produce and 
export more feed grains and less wheat clue to changes in relative profitability. For Canada. lower 
feed grain prices relative to oilseeds cause modest production substitution from barley to 
oil seeds. 
World livestock markets arc affected by the reduction in EU beef imports and expansion Ill 
EU pork and poultry exports enabled by lower feed prices (Figure 3). The impact of changes in 
EU cereal policy also has a downward impact on world grain prices. lowering the cost of meat 
production in countries whose grain sectors are reasonably well integrated with world markets . 
• The domestic production of beef. pork. and poultry increases in Korea and Japan, 
marginally decreasing the demand for meat imports despite lower world prices . 
• Lower corn prices boost China's pork exports and decrease poultry imports slightly . 
• In Australia, lower pork and poultry prices cause domestic demand for beef to decline, 
increasing the available supply of beef for export. 
.Net beef exports from Argentina, BraziL Canada. and New Zealand decline. 
In countries where beef is primarily grass fed, the lower price of cereals does not 
compensate for the lower price of beef in the world market, causing production to decline 
F:\PRI Anol\sls n(the Proposed "Agenda 201JO" EltrrJ{)('0/1 Union CAP Rcjimns I ! 
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Figure 3. Agenda 2000 Impact on EC Net Exports 
and consumption to increase. The result is lower net beef exports from these countries For most 
major importing countries. beef purchases from international markets increase. with Mexico 
showing the highest rate of increase. 
Lower overall dairy net exports from the EU raises world dairy product prices. Both butter 
and nonfat dairy (NFD) prices are projected to increase by nearly 15 percent over the baseline 
prices in 2006. while the cheese price rises a modest 3.3 percent. Consequently, world imports 
of dairy products fall, with the most significant changes in butter and NFD products. While the 
dec! inc in butter and NFD exports from the EU is projected at 45 and 70 thousand metric tons. 
the fall in world imports is projected at only 28 and 53 thousand metric tons. Additional exports 
from New Zealand. Other Europe, and Australia capture a substantial portion of the demand 
prevtously met by EU exports. 
Issues Affecting the Analysis Results 
As \vith any policy evaluation, this analysis is subject to the uncertainty of future events. 
Estimated response parameters wilL no doubt, deviate from realized observations. Even though 
analysts results are based upon estimated responses and are subject to uncertainty, a structured 
I~ 
evaluation provides an orderly assessment of complex issues. In addition to behavior 
uncertainty. this analysis is also affected by future market conditions. 
FA/'N./ Stalf 
The FAPRI assessment of Agenda 2000 is grounded in the 1997 basclmc projections. which 
shmv a marginal increase in European beef production until 1999. followed by a steady decline 
through 2006. The tightening supply from 2002 onward prompts domestic beef pnces to rise. 
Also, EU beef stocks decline in the early part of the next century, and market forces arc able to 
support the domestic price above the buy-in rate. The overall market forces prevent reductions in 
the beef intervention price from having a proportional impact on market prices. These impacts 
wlil vary depending on the baseline used in the analyses. so the results could be quite different if 
the analysis is repeated using the 1998 FAPRI baseline. 
Agenda 2000 specifies that the milk quota should be "fixed'' at current levels through 2005. 
CI1\CI1 that the FAPRI baseline assumes a constant dairy delivery quota. the current analysis 
Indicate.\ that Agenda 2000 vvill have little effect on EU milk production. Lower market prices 
mcrease domestic consumption of dairy products. leaving smaller surpluses to dispose of on the 
world market. 
The Commission baseline shows continued growth in cereals mtervention stocks. primanly 
due to assumptions of high-yield growth and an assumption that the EU would be unable to 
export wheat in excess of the WTO subsidy limits. FAPRI's 1997 baseline indicates that under 
current policies world wheat markets are likely to be strong enough that the EU would be able to 
export surplus wheat without subsidies. and thus not be constrained by WTO limits. FAPRI 
estimates that Agenda 2000 will result in only a modest decline in EU wheat prices. This decline 
is explained by the world supply-increasing effect of eliminating mandatory set-aside. rather than 
the EU stock-reducing effect of lowering intervention prices. 
FAPRI' s baseline generally expects EU stock levels to remain moderate. In contrast. the 
European Commission projects that without further CAP reform intervention stocks of several 
commodities will build. The Commission justifies many of the proposed policy changes by 
arguing they are needed to avoid intervention stock accumulation. In the FAPRI analysis, with 
moderate proJected interventions in the baseline, reducing intervention prices for grains, beef, 
and dairy products has only a small effect on stockholdings. Wheat and barley stockholdings 
increase due to the reductions in set-aside and the consequent production increases. 
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EU membership expansion is another issue that would affect the analysis re.~ults. At the 
time of this analysis the conditions and the timeframe for possible EU expansion \Verc not clear 
As such, this study evaluates the impacts as if there were no expansion before 2006. Quantitative 
results would he affected by what is assumed about potential expansion Blair House oilseed 
area constraint questions would also be further complicated by expansion. 

APPENDIX A 
Sector Specific Policy Changes 
Policy Assumptions in the EU 
Policy reforms for agricultural crops under Agenda 2000 arc captured in the scenario by 
Incorporating the following specific changes in the FAPRI modeling system. 
Crops 
The proposal includes a one-time, 20 percent reduction of the cereal intervention price from 
119.19 ECI..Js (European Currency Unit) per metric ton in 1999/2000 to 95.]5 ECUs per metric 
ton in 2000/01 A noncrop-specific compensatory payment of 66 ECU s per metric ton would he 
cqablished and applied to a regional reference yield for cereals. 
The reference rate for compulsory set-aside will be reduced from 17.5 to 0 percent. The 
January 1997 FAPRI baseline incorporates an administered set-aside rate of I 0 percent (8 
percent effective) that is reduced to 0 percent from 2000/01 onwards in this analysis. The 
voluntary set-aside program is maintained and the area idled under the program is increased from 
the bast:lme level of 1.2 million hectares to 1.5 million hectares. Similarly, the oilseed set-aside 
rate IS reduced from the baseline level of I 0 percent to 0 percent from 200010 I and beyond. 
Because the payments are not crop specific. the EU maintains that the Blair House 
Agreement limits on oilseed production no longer hold. EU producers have had the flexibility to 
plant cereals on traditional oilseed areas. With this proposal, it is claimed that they would have 
additional flexibility to plant oilseeds on traditional cereals areas. FAPRI has assumed that EC 
programs would be administered as if the area constraint were no longer binding. 
Beef 
The proposed Agenda 2000 beef regime reduces the buy-in intervention price from 2, 780 
FCC s per metric ton to 1 ,950 ECU s per metric ton. These reductions would be in three equal 
mcrements from 2000 to 2002. After 2002, the intervention price is held at I ,950 ECUs per 
metric ton for the rest of the projection period. Assumed beef intervention price levels are 
summarized in Table A. I. 
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As compensation for possible loss of farm income, the annual suckler cow premium is 
111creased from the current 145 ECUs per head to 215 ECUs per head by 2002. Likewise, the 
male hovllle premium that is paid once in the lifetime of an animal is increased from 135 ECUs 
per head to 368 ECUs per head. and the steer premium that is paid twice in the animal's lifetime 
Is increased from 109 ECCs per head to 232 ECUs per head. In the dairy sector a new dairy 
premium of 70 ECUs per head annually is introduced. Beef sector prem1um adjustments are 
summarized in Table A.2. 
Table A.2. Agenda 2000 beef sector premiums 
Animal Type 
Year Suckler Cow Bull Steer 
(ECUs per Head) 
2000 168 231 1 50 
2001 192 290 191 
2002 215 368 232 
Clcums to all premiums in the beef sector are limited. For example, the ceiling on claims to 
the .suckler cow premium is tied to the number of animals on which claims were paid in a 
reference year, from 1990, 1991, or 1992 (most member-states have chosen 1992 as their hasc 
year). On the other h:md, the male bovine and steer premiums (the beef special premium 
scheme) arc subject to a maximum of payment for 90 head on each holding. Moreover. the 
majority of member states have regional ceilings on allowable claims. When total claims to the 
special premium exceed the designated ceiling, each producer's claim is reduced proportionately 
to preserve the total payment maximum. Since current cattle inventory is much higher than the 
lllventory in the base year. these premium changes do not have a significant impact on cattle 
lllventorie.s. At these inventory and price levels. the premiums act to provide an inventory floor, 
however, and they would affect production if market forces changed so that there were economic 
incentives to reduce inventories below the payment ceiling levels. 
Dairy 
The Agenda 2000 proposes a I 0 percent reduction in support levels for dairy, without any 
significant stmctural reforms until 2006. The current quota system will he continued, and the 
lo:-,s m dairy farm income arising from lower support prices will be compensated by the 
introduction of an annual payment of 145 ECUs per head for dairy cows. The dairy cow 
payment undcr the dairy regime is in addition to the 70 ECUs per head payment introduced under 
the beef regime. We assume that both price support reductions and cow payments are 
impkmented according to a linear schedule over a 7-year period beginning In 2000. Table A.~ 
~tiimnarizes changes in dairy support prices and cow premiums. 
Table A.~. Changes in dairJ:: suE12ort 12rices and cow 12remiums 
Policy Instrument Year 
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 200:1 2006 
ECU/mt 
0.-1 Ilk Target Price 315 311 ~06 302 297 297 288 
Butter Support Price 3,236 3,189 3,142 3,()9) 3,()49 ~.002 2.95:1 
NFD Support Price 2,026 1,996 1,967 1,938 1,908 1,879 U~50 
ECU/Head 
Dairv Cow Payments 31 61 92 12~ 154 184 21'1 
APPENDIX B 
U.S. and EU Commodity Supply and Use Tables 
Plante<l Area 
Baseline 









::.r;;c:-,c:a 2000 Scenano 
Domestic Use 
3ase·Hle 
.:...qer.c3 2CCO Scenario 
Exoorts 
2Jse1ir.2 










Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
% Change 
Participant Net Returns 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
% Change 
Nonpart. Net Retums 
Baseline 
P.genda 2000 Scenar1o 
C:Oan<;;e 
cs Change 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 on U.S. \Vheat 






















































































































































(Bushels per Acre) 





















0.0% 0.0% ·0.0% -0.0% -0.0% 
(Million Bushels) 
2,51 2 2,509 2,502 
2,512 2,509 2,572 


























0.0% 0. 0 S'0 -1 . 2 ~S -1 . 8 ~S -1 . 7 ~'0 -2. 1 S'O - 1 . 7 Sb 
1,412 













































3.63 3.63 3.78 3.78 
3.63 3.50 3.58 3.60 
0.00 ·0.13 -0.20 -0.19 
0.0% -3.6% -5.3% -5.0% 
















1. 9 ss 
1 ,251 



















i ,2.:!. 7 



































65.30 70.38 69.94 69.05 68.59 69.56 
60.23 62.51 62.46 59.84 60.73 60.11 
·5.07 -7.87 -7.49 -9.21 -7.87 -9.44 
·7.8% -11.2% -10.7% ·13.3% -11.5% -13.5% 
Planted Area 
Baseline 






























Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
Sb Change 
Participant Net Returns 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Char.ge 
% Cnange 
Nonpart. Net Returns 
Bcselir.e 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
~{) c:lange 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 on U.S. Corn 





















































































































































(Bushels per Acre) 
130.8 132.3 133.9 
130.3 132.3 134.0 
0.0 0.0 0.1 


































9,773 9,958 i 0,066 10,293 10,432 10,653 10,871 
9,773 9,95810,01710,26610,465 10,637 10,846 
0 0 -49 -31 -17 -17 -25 




















2,594 2,709 2.305 
2,54 7 2,669 2.736 
-47 -40 -20 





1 ,366 i ,344 
1,395 1,367 
29 23 
2.4% 2.1% 1.7% 
(Dollars per Bushell 
2.42 2.44 2.55 
2.42 2.39 2.49 
0.00 -0.06 -0.05 
0.0% -2.4% -2 . .!% 



































































124.86 128.16 137.09 140.30 154.48 162.07 169.34 183.66 191.57 
124.86 128.16 137.09 133.06 146.54 156.00 163.80 177.29 183.78 
0.00 0.00 0.00 -7.74 -7.94 -6.07 -5.55 -6.37 -7.39 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -5.5% -5.1% -3.7% -3.3% -3.5% -4.1% 
Planted Area 
Baseline 


















Agenda 2000 Scenar1o 
Change 
SS Cheng e 
Ending Stocks 
Baseline 















Agenda 2000 Scenarto 
Change 
% Change 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 on U.S. Soybeans 






































(Bushels per Acre) 
39.4 40.1 ~0.6 
39.4 40.1 40.6 




































2,q3 2,492 2,533 2,586 
2,473 2,492 2,536 2,5:03 


































































































148.19 164.71 144.90 132.92 
148.19 164.71 144.90 132.92 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
































3 .s s-o 
(Dollars per Busne!) 
5.80 5.92 5.98 
5.80 5.87 5.87 
0.00 -0.06 -0.11 












1 ,630 1,707 
-3 -1 













6.08 6.18 6.30 
5.98 6.11 6.24 
-0.10 -0.07 -0.07 
-1.6% -1.2% -1.1% 
1.05 1.08 1.10 1.09 1.10 1.13 
1.05 1.05 1.08 1.07 1.09 1.12 
0.00 -0.03 -0.02 -D.02 -0.01 -0.01 
0.0% -2.7% -2.1% -1.5% -1.2% -0.8% 
(Dollars per Acre) 
134.86 141.63 144.81 
134.86 139.38 140.15 
0.00 -2.25 -4.66 































Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
% Change 
Oil Domestic Use 
Baseiine 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
0 <0 c:~ange 
Oil Expo r1s 
Baseitne 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Chan-;;e 
0
'8 c:-.,3ng e 
Oil Endir.g Stocks 
Basel1n e 










Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
% Change 
Meal Domestic Use 
Baseline 





Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
S~ Change 
Meal Ending Stocks 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
% Change 
Me.al Price, 44% 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
0 \:, Change 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 on U.S. SB Oil and Meal 
95/96 96/97 97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 
15,236 15,270 15,790 16,125 
15,236 15,270 15,790 16,125 
0 0 0 0 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
(Million Pounds) 
16,43416,756 17,05417,27317,55517,854 18,093 
16,43416,63216,93917,22617,51917,828 18,081 
0 -73 -64 -4.7 -36 -26 -17 
0.0% -0.4% -0.4% -0.3% -0.2% 0.1% -0.1% 
13,460 13,661 13,953 14,235 14,537 14,714 14,914 





15,167 15,306 15,422 
15,263 15,419 15,551 
0 0 0 0 0 37 86 97 113 129 



















































































r- ~ 01 
-8."-T- ;') 
2,3<!7 










32,513 33,137 33,655 34,354 
32,513 33,137 33,655 34,354 
0 0 0 0 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
20.5:i 20.68 20.63 21.53 22.40 23.2 i 
-0.83 0.00 -0.25 -0.61 0.66 -0.69 -0 99 
0.0% -1.2% ·2.9% -3.0% -3.0% -3. 7~<0 
(T..-,ousand T ansi 
34,996 35,665 36,284 
34,996 35,509 36,14 7 
0 -156 -137 
0.0% -0.4% -0.4% 
36,734 37,318 37,936 33,437 
36,634 37,241 37,381 38,40~ 
-100 -77 -55 -36 
-0.3% -0.2% -0. i% -0.1% 
26,581 26,781 27,284 28,164 28,810 29,290 29,654 30,112 30,715 31,381 31,790 
26,581 26,781 27,284 28,164 28,810 29,270 29,654 30,098 30,646 31,261 31,627 
0 0 0 0 0 -21 0 -1 4 -69 -1 20 1 64 

























223.00 218.03 196.80 
223.00 218.03 196.80 
0.00 0.00 0.00 









































(Dollars per Ton) 
190.43 194.87 196.70 
190.43 192.48 193.89 
0.00 -2.39 -2.81 

























196.39 198.04 201.08 
196.10 199.00 201.96 
-0.29 0.96 0.88 





















Beef Fe-,d Costs 
Baseline 
Seer; a no 
Char.ge 
% Char.c;e 






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Impacts of Agenda 2000 on Key Aggregates 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
·--~-
Crop Receipts (Billion Dollars, Calendar Year) 
Baseline 105.13 103.00 100.56 102.57 104.41 107.24 109.87 112.71 115.64 119.10 122.53 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 105.13 103.00 100.56 102.57 103.89 105.97 108.39 111.26 114.23 117.62 120.97 
Change 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.52 -1.27 -1 .48 ' '~ -~.'-tO -1.36 -1.48 -1.56 
% Change 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -0.0% -0.5% -1.2% -1.3% 1 ....,. 0/. -I .2> )0 -1.2% -1.2% -1.3% 
Livestock Receipts 
Baseline 92.92 92.33 94.49 97.64 1 01.60 104.53 102.00 9 9.1 4 99.70 100.36 101.97 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 92.92 92.33 94.49 97.64 101.39 104.05 101.42 98.70 99.34 100.67 101 .50 
Change 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.21 -0.48 -0.57 -0.44 -0.36 -0.19 -0.4 7 
% Ch2nge 0.0% 0.0% -0.0% -0.0% -0.2% -0.5% -0.6% -0.4% -0.4% 0 ')(]I - .L :a -0.5% 
Feed Expenses 
Basel:ne 27.50 25.80 24.38 24.52 25.00 25.58 26.54 27.42 28.22. 29.31 30.13 
,~..\gene a 2000 Scenario 27.48 25.90 24.38 24.52 24.9 2 25.27 26.22 27.19 28.03 29.1 2 29.98 
C~<Jng~ -0.02 0.10 0.00 0.00 -0.08 -0.31 -0.31 -0.24 -0.19 ·0.20 -0.15 
o; c:-.,cr.~e -0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% -0.3% -1.2% - i .2 ~b -0.9 S'O -0.7% -0 7% -0.5% 
Production Expenses 
3aseline 181.35 178.50 178.63 181.33 184.71 187.86 190.59 192.76 1 95.19 198.37 202.07 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 181.31 178.72 178.63 181 .33 184.49 137.11 189.76 192.05 1 94.51 197.68 201 .31 
·~,,...,,ar:-;;;':! -0.04 0.22 0.00 0.00 022 -0.74 -0 .8.! -0.72 -0 58 -J.C3 .IJ "7 s 
-
" 
Change -0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% -0.1% -0.4~'0 -0.4~'0 -0.4~6 -0.3 s·~ -0.3 ':'0 -O.~~b 
Net Cash Income 
Buse1ine 56.7-1 5S.33 SS. 71 58.11 60.39 62.53 S0.18 S8.32 59.69 61 ,4 7 62 cc,7 
AgenCa 2000 Scenario S6.78 5S.1 0 55.71 58.11 52.39 6 .. 1 .49 S8.93 S7 10 53.61 60.L3 ~; I 
Ch2nge 0.04 -0.22 -0.00 -0.00 -O.S i _ .. 1 .04 ·1.26 -' .22 -i .08 -l .C3 .,. 
0' 
·" 
Ch2nge 0. i S'O -0.4~S -0.0% -0.0% -0.3% -I. 7~'0 "' ... 01 -L., ,0 -2.1 ~b ~ 0 01 I .V 0 -1 7 -~; . : ']~-
Net Farm Income 
Baseline 50 40 45.60 46.29 49 00 52.06 84.80 52.37 49.90 51.22 52.E6 :J3.~6 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 50.33 45.58 L6.29 49.00 51.54 53.66 51.04 48.65 80.09 5i -;'8 52.59 
Chan-;::;e -0.07 -0.01 -0.00 -0.00 -0.53 -1.14 -1.32 -i .25 -i .13 -1 .08 1 .37 
% Change -0.1% -0.0% -0.0% -0.0% ·1.0% -2.1 ~b -2.5 ~'0 -2.5 ~'0 -2.2~'0 ·2 .CS'O -2.5 ~~ 
Planted Area 
Base!:ne 







































































































































(Metric Tens per Hectare) 
5.53 5.61 5.68 
5.53 5.41 5.46 
0.00 -0.20 -D.22 
0.0% -3.6% -3.8% 
(Million Metric Tons) 




























































































































































Agenda 2000 Scenario 
C~an~e 
~-b Change 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 on EU Barley 
95/96 96/97 
10,784 11,469 





















43,735 52,810 49,426 
43,735 52,810 49.425 
0 0 0 














42,447 45,264 44.325 42,569 
..!2 . ...:~7 45,25.! L.i.3:2S L.3.~59 
0 0 0 0 

































99/00 00/01 01/02 02103 
(1 ,000 Hectares) 
11,082 11,078 11,074 11,058 
11,082 11,982 11,761 11,686 
0 904 687 627 
0.0% 8.2% 6.2% 5.7% 
(Metnc Tons per Hectare) 

























































45,234 4.5,243 4.5.533 
1 '130 1 '139 1,134 








































































Impacts of Agenda 2000 onEU Corn 
95/96 96/97 97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 
Planted Area (1 ,000 Hectares) 
E'as2line 3,690 4,111 4,051 3,905 3,904 3,902 3,899 3,891 3.885 3,869 3,845 
Agenda :zooo Scenario 3,690 4,111 4,051 3,905 3,904 A .-.,C:.~ '"t,L. ..... O 4,129 4,092 4,077 4.065 4,034 
cr:ange 0 0 0 0 0 354 231 201 193 1c~ ~':> 188 
%Change 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.1% 5.9% 5.2% 5.0% 5.1% 4.9% 
Yield (Metric Tons f:er Hectare) 
Saseline 7.85 8.28 7.95 8.05 8.14 8.23 8.32 8.41 8.49 8.58 8.67 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 7.85 8.28 7.95 8.05 8.14 8.04 8.13 8.23 8.32 8.41 8.50 
c;lange 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0 co -0.19 -0.18 -0.18 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 
0 iJ Change 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -2_3% -2.2% -2.1% -2_1% -2.0% -1.9% 
Production (1 ,000 Metric Tons) 
32se~:ne 28,952 34,030 32.202 31 ,4.45 31,793 32,112 32,428 32,700 32,993 33,202 33,353 
::.cerda :c~:XJ Scer2rio 28,952 34,030 32,202 31 ,d45 31,793 34.227 33,587 33,557 33,916 34,194 34.310 
~~a . .,.c;e 0 0 0 0 0 2,115 1,160 957 923 992 957 
'"C~ .-=::o;a~s;e 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5">J 3.6% 2.9% 2.8°:6 3.0% 2.9% 
Domestic Use 
:=:3se:1:1e 32.216 34,185 33,940 34,042 33,950 33.s-51 34,114 34,105 33,712 33.9f3 33,622 
·-c~r;cJa ==='~ :ce~cr~o 32,215 34,185 33,9~0 34_0.:.2 33,9SO 25 ,C-55 35,2:=4 ...., ~ .-,....-,J-t,C-0::1 34,662 34,790 35,025 
--=t--2~c;e 0 0 0 0 0 1,103 1,111 750 950 0.-,~ 0Lf 1 ,.:.03 
"h C~cr.ge 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 3.3% 2.2% 2.8~b 2.L! 0h ~ =~~ 
'Jet Imports 
2asellr'.e 2,625 1,745 1,755 3,119 :2,.:!25 1.2~-1 1.705 1,40..! 670 963 ; 1]55 
Age:;aa 2000 Scer.ano 2,625 1 ,7C.S 1,756 3,119 2 . ._;ss E~ 1,305 1,201 535 83-'. BS5 
c:---.2r1ge 0 0 0 0 0 -.:sa -400 -203 -135 -i 29 -~ ::9 
% Change 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -52.0% -23.4% -14.4% -20.1% -13.4% - i 5 gc:b 
Ending Stocks 
Sasel1ne 2,295 3,885 3,903 4,425 4,753 4,2~ 4,264 4,263 <!,214 4,415 5.211 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 2,295 3,885 3,903 4,425 4,753 4,553 4,227 4,231 4,019 4,257 4.438 
Change 0 0 0 0 0 313 -37 -33 -195 -158 -/73 
~~ Change 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.4% -0.9% -0.8% -4.6% -3.6% -'14.8% 
Planted Area 



















Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
%Change 





















































































































2 66 2.67 2 68 
0 00 0 00 0 00 
0.06% -0 04% -0 05% 





12,722 12,859 12.993 13.125 13.231 13,337 





28.953 29,494 29,905 
23.953 29.494 30.423 
0 0 518 
0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 
16.433 15.781 17.025 
16.433 15.781 15.757 
0 0 -259 















1.268 1 ,341 1 ,437 
9.7% 
30,371 30,706 
31,104 31 257 
733 65\ 
17.378 17.557 















































































:.genda 2000 Scenano 
Change 
% Change 










































































































































































































































































































































































Impacts of Agenda 2000 on EU Beef 
All Car+Je, beginning inventory (mil. head) 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
C~ange 
%Change 
Beef Cows, beginning inventory (mil. head) 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
% Change 










Baseline 21 .9 
Agenca 2000 Scenano 21.9 
Change 0.0 
s;e-ef Producer Price (ECU per MT) 
3.Jse:me 
t\genca 2GC{) Scenano 
',-=:hange 
':;~ cr--.an;;e 
Pr0Cuc<:Jcn Cost lnde:x: 
:=:aselme 
A<;;enda 20()0 Scenano 
c;--lange 
Beef Production (TMT) 
Easei1ne 
;..g2nd3 20C·O Scenario 
Cr.2r.ge 
%Change 
Beef Consumption (TMT) 
Baseline 
A.genda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
%Change 
Beef Imports (TMT) 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
%Change 
Beef Exports (Titff) 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
% Change 
Beef Net Exports (TMT) 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenano 
Change 
%Change 
Beef Ending Stocks (TMT) 
Baseline 


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































Impacts of Agenda 2000 on other EU Livestock 
:Jr:;rk Sector 
'-log, beginning inventory (Million head) 
3as.e!ine 
f..genda :2000 Scenario 
Change 
%Change 
Pork Production (TMT) 
Bas-eline 
;..genda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
%Change 
Pork Consumption {TMT) 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenano 
C~ange 
'J~ Change 
Pork Net Exports (TMT) 
3aseiine 
~c;enda 2000 Scenano 
:t-.Jn~e 
'J~ c:~ar.-;;e 
::OrorlPr Produc:Oon (TMT) 
;.genoa 2C"JO Scer.ano 
Change 
% Ceoange 
Broiler Consumption (TMT) 
B2se1ine 
Agenda 2000 Scenano 
Change 
%Change 
Broiler Net Exports (TMT) 
Baseline 
Pr1ces 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
%Change 
Pork Producer Price (ECU per MT) 
BaS<?Iine 
Agenda 2000 Scenano 
Change 
%Change 
Poultry Producer Price (ECU per MT) 
Baseline 









































































































































































































































































































































































Impacts of Agenda 2000 on other EU Dajry 
1997 
Dairy Cow, beginning inventory (mil. head) 
Baseline 21.9 
.Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
%Change 
Milk Yield (MT per cow) 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
%Change 
Rate oi growrh: Baseline 
Scenan·a 
Milk Production (mil. MT) 
Ease!1ne 
rgenda LGOO Scenario 
C~anc;e 
'1, Change 
Flu1d Use (mil. MT) 
~3stlme 
Aqenca 2.COO Scenario 
% c~.ange 
~.'.ilk, Far:71 Price (ECU per MT) 
Agenc'3 2GOO Scenario 
cr.ar.:;;e 
% C~ang2 
8 utter Net Exports (TMT) 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenano 
Chanc:;e 
%Change 
Cheese Net Exports (TMT) 
Baseline 
Agenda 2000 Scenario 
Change 
%Change 
Nonfat Dry Milk Net Exports (TMT) 
Baseline 









































































































Annual Milk Receipts per Cow (ECU) =(Milk yield • Milk farm price) 















































































































































































,-'-genda 2000 Scenano 1,730 1,761 1,790 1,784 1,781 1,777 1,773 
1,947 
1.769 
Change 0 0 0 -36 -€8 -105 -142 -178 
%Change 0 0 0.0 0.0 -2.0 -3.7 -5.6 -74 -9.2 
(Ncte: Low feed prices and reduced feed requirent, to be cosistent with lower milk yields, will reduce production costs) 
Total Receipts (m1l. ECU) =(Milk rece;pts +payments) • dairy cow inventory 
Baseline 37,828 37,700 37,704 37.743 37,785 37.831 37,887 37,952 
~.genda 2000 Scenano 37,828 37,700 37,704 37,952 38,201 38,437 38,631 38,925 
Change 0 0 0 208 416 607 794 975 
% Change 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.1 1.6 2.1 2.6 


















































































Agricultural Commodity Trade Tables 
Wheat 

































































































Impacts of Agenda 2000 
Commodity Price Projections 
97i98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 
























































































































































































































































































:. genda =C·(~·O 
C!F ~ot!:erdam 
2cseiire 


























Impacts of Agenda 2000 








































































99/00 00/01 01/02 




















































































































































Impacts of Agenda 2000 
Commodity Price Projections (continued) 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Beef (U.S. Dollars per Metric Ton) 
'-lebraska o·1rect Fed-Steer 
3aseline 1,436 1,448 1,543 1,657 1,751 1,815 1,731 1,607 1,546 1 ,<!75 1,508 
.Agenda 20C{) 1,436 1,448 1,543 1,657 1,747 1,805 1,719 1,600 1 ,54D 1,473 1,499 
C~ange 0 0 0 0 -3 -10 -12 -3 -6 ~ -10 
% Change 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% -1% -1% 0% 0% 0% -1°h 
Cheese 
FOB Norehem Eurcpe 
Baseline 2,371 2,126 2,191 2,281 2,397 2,412 2,439 2,462 2,499 2.549 2,600 
Agenda :2C{>O 2,371 2,125 2,191 2.281 2,405 2,430 2.468 2,508 2,558 2,621 2,E25 
:=:~.2r,ge 0 0 0 0 9 18 29 45 59 73 26 
-:~ ;-:r.ange 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% L~b 2Sk) 3% 3% 
Rutter 
_, ~' \'or.~e."n t:_'__;rc~e 
?ase!·r·e 1,692 1,661 1,630 1,583 1,577 1,570 1,570 1,585 1,605 1,630 1,556 
:-..cere a 2C:.CCI 1,692 1 ,E61 1,630 1,583 1,604 1,627 1,563 1,715 1,774 1.839 1,905 
,.,_,""-3n,-_::;e 0 0 0 0 27 57 92 130 169 209 250 
':£, ,::"2rc~ 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 4°h S"i, 8% ~ 1 c~ ~ J~kJ ~ ~\(J 
'Jcnfat Orj ~.1ilk 
~-:-.-=:: B ~Jon~ ern Cu:-ooe 
~2S2'1ne 2.016 1,253 •1 ,334 1,315 1,360 1,885 1 c~:::. ,,_,\,_! 1.913 1.339 1 S82 ? .. ~.:~-
Agenda 2000 2.016 1,853 1 ,83..! 1,816 1,285 1,937 2,001 2 061 2,135 =:.:=25 
Cha~ge 0 0 0 0 LS 52 35 1"'-3 IS6 ~A< "'"=:. ~:;-L~ 
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(U.S_ Dollars per Metric Ten) 
0 00 -5.62 -8.63 













































































































































7:tal 'Jet C:.xcorts 
\;et Importers 
P.L:ss:a 





Cthe: ,'/icdie East 
Orc.z!l 
tv1ex:co 









Rest of World 
Res:dual 
Total Net Imports 
Feed-Grain Prices 
Com (FOB Gulf) 
Sorghum (FOB Gulf) 
Baney (Portlana) 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 
on Feed Grain Trade 
97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02103 







0 00 -3.79 
0 co -4.12 
oco -17.32 
0 00 4.30 
o c-o 2. 1 71 .41 
000 -41.25 
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551.92 1 ,021.89 




















































































































































(Dollars per Metric Ton) 
0 00 -2.50 -2.61 
-3.36 -2.17 -2.58 









































































































Impacts of Agenda 2000 
on Soybean Trade 
97198 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02103 03/04 04/05 05/06 
Net Exporters (1 ,000 Metric Tons) 
Argentma Q_C{) 000 000 -21.85 -44.05 -38.39 -27.86 -26.14 -33.54 
Brazil O.CO 0.00 000 -0.16 0.62 -1.07 -1.32 -0.57 -0.78 
Canada 0.00 0 C{) 000 0.49 8.56 1045 8 58 7.35 7.33 
Paraguay 0.00 000 0.00 4.12 4.43 3.30 2.66 2.36 1.83 
Unrted States 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.35 S0.30 63.14 23.24 2.79 -25.84 
Total Net Exports 0.00 000 000 30.95 59.86 37.44 5.39 -14.22 -51.99 
~et Importers 
Eas~em ~urcpe 0 00 0 C{) 0 C{) 7.06 6.19 6.33 5.33 4.23 6.20 
EL·rcoe2n Ur.ion 000 oco 0 00 -2.79 8.14 -6.44 -2599 -36.88 -83.89 
"srmer Soviet Union 0 00 000 0 co 0.07 0.14 0.12 0.09 O.C8 0.11 
::::_L;SSia 0.00 0 C{) 0 00 0.07 0.14 0.12 0.09 0.08 0.11 
Ukrc1~e 000 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 00 0 co 0 co 0 co 
::::"er F'orrner Soviet U;1ion 000 0 C{) ceo 0.00 0.00 0 00 0 00 0 co O.CD 
~2c2n 000 0 C{) 0 co 1.32 2.58 2.18 1 54 1.4D 1 75 
::~.~:c:r.g 0 co 0 co 0 co 23.CD L.6 ~/ .o~ 47 92 42.30 35.81 42.79 
c:---.lr.a 0.00 O.CO 0 co 24.97 50.71 52.72 47 69 42.'0 4992 
1 r~c1a 000 oco 0 co O.CD 0.00 0 co 0 00 0 00 0 co 
.\~~XlCO 000 0 co 0 co -1 co -2.79 -3.95 -5 03 -.S --1 i _-;- 65 
~ou7.~ :-<:crea 0 co O.CD 0 00 -O.C4 c .:::s 0.83 1.06 1 00 _)_'::;Q 
larv12n O.CO 0 CD 0 co -0.93 -1.55 -1.68 -1.0::2 -0.58 _()_.!.-! 
Resr of \Vcrid 0 00 0 co 0 00 2.29 -3.81 -12.57 -17.58 -19.21 -13.S4 
P,.:::SICU2l C.OO 0 co 0 00 0 C{) 0 co 0.0·0 0 co 0 CD 0 CD 
Total Net Imports 0.00 000 0.00 30.95 59.86 37.44 5.39 -14.22 -5 ~ .99 
Soybean Prices (Dollars per Metric Ton) 
FOB Guif 000 000 0.00 -2.13 428 -3.73 -2.71 -2.54 -3.26 
CIF Rorcerdan-1 0.00 0.00 0.00 -2.09 -4.21 -3.67 -2.66 -2.50 -3.20 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 
on Soybean l\leal Trade 
97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02103 03/04 04/05 05/06 
Net Exporters (1 ,GOO Metric Tons) 
Arr:;entina 000 000 0.00 15.64 27.12 17.88 12.11 14.23 20.48 
ErcZI 0.00 0 co 0 00 165.93 139.36 71.05 13.75 -89.67 -143.53 
India 0.00 0 GO 000 -068 -14.54 -29.77 -28.79 -23.58 -22.77 
Paraguay 000 000 000 -3.17 -1.93 -1.86 -2.23 -i .82 -0.73 
Unrted States 000 0.00 0 00 -120.55 -121.12 -75.01 -6.87 58 65 119.73 
Total Net Exports 0.00 O.C{) 0 00 57.18 28.89 -17.70 -12.03 -42.17 -26.87 
Net importers 
,_=:3naca 0 co O.GO 0 co -4.EO -11.03 -15A9 -~ 8.45 -20.05 -20.24 
=:2s:em C'Jrope 0 GO 0 GO 0 GO 6.67 4.GO 1 . ..:4 -0.25 ., 52 -2.25 
:::...;rcce3n U:11on oco 0.00 0 co 159.75 61.74 20.76 48.50 -12 G9 57.89 
car~e;" So·.;iet Unicn 0 GO 000 0.00 10.70 10.71 7.16 4_q) ~ .82 2.30 
.~uss;a 0 C{) 000 0.00 1.05 2.53 1.41 -0.08 -116 -1.10 
Uk:-2:r.e 0 C{) 0 00 0 GO 0.98 -0.65 -2.39 -3.19 -L. 25 -4.01 
Gtr.er "':;rrner So·;:et Union 0 C{) 000 0 GO 8.E6 8.84 814 . 7.73 7.23 7.~1 
~ ::::2.~ C.CD G IJ,J 0 co 4.13 4.20 2.31 0.08 -2.12 -2.C6 
D.:::ve!co1ng 0 co 0 C{) 0 GO 16.92 13.65 3 08 -3.69 -6.97 -{ ::~ 
C~:na 0 co 0 C{) 0 co 13.-!D 8 01 -3.04 -9.71 -13 C4 - i..! t!5 
Me~co 0 C{) 000 O.CO 1.16 240 3q) 4.37 5 51 6 81 
3ot..::h r<orea O.CO G C<J 0 co 0.93 1 • ~ .I- 0 84 ou ......... 0 ~ 0 0 :::; 
ia.:v.ran C.C{) 000 O.C{) 143 2 03 1.82 :.21 0 .:!7 0. -.-
Rest of \,.:Vorld 0 co 0 co 0 co - ~ 25.41 -54.37 -36.96 ~2.57 ., 24 -55 ~ 3 
?.esiG!....!2I 0 00 0 co 0 co 0.00 0 00 0 GO 0 00 0 co j CJ 
Total Net imoorts 0 00 000 O.C{) 57.17 28.89 -17.71 -1203 -42.17 -26.33 
Prices (Coilars per Metric Ton) 
Decatur 44% 0 co 000 O.C{) -2.64 -3.10 -1.90 -0.32 1.06 0.97 
C!F Rotterdam 0.00 0.00 000 -2.33 -2.73 -1.63 -0.28 0.94 0.36 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 
on Soybean Oil Trade 
97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 
Net Exporters (1 ,000 Metf.c Tons) 
Argentina 000 000 000 3.99 6.12 4.23 2.88 2.93 4.25 
Br221l 000 0 GO 000 0.31 -0.64 -1.92 -2.25 -2.03 -1.80 
Europe2n Union 000 0.00 O.CD 20.28 43.02 52.98 63.25 75.26 20.03 
Par::o:guay 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.76 -047 -0.45 -0.54 -0.44 -0.1 s 
Unrted States 0.00 000 0.00 -44.77 -08.60 -61.88 -59.95 -63.43 -64.63 
Tctal Net Exr;orts 0.00 0.00 000 -20.S6 -20.56 -7.00 3 38 12.29 17.68 
Net Importers 
Car:cCa 000 0.00 0.00 -2.41 -3.86 -3.92 --!_)4 -4.94 -5.47 
~2stern E':Jrope 000 0 00 0 CD -0 03 -0 01 0 GO 0.01 0 02 0.02 
:=-ormer 3G'-.'Jet Union O.CD 000 000 0.07 0.18 0.19 0.20 0.25 0.27 
~USSi3 000 000 000 O.C6 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.21 0.24 
ljkrcine O.CD 000 O.CD 0.01 0.03 0.03 0 03 0.04 0 04 
Cther rcrmer Soviet Union 0 CD 000 000 O.CD 0.00 0.00 0 00 0.00 0 00 
~a can QC{] 0.00 0 co -0.10 -0.18 -0.10 0.05 0.15 0.14 
:-::;;:;.'..·.::olr:::C'i:'g o.c~J O.CO 0 co -~ L 52 -25.99 ·21.S~ _ .. 13.43 - ~ :3.S3 -~ 3.97 
c:·-w--:a O.CD 000 000 -15 39 -28.74 -23.53 -20.72 -19.57 -15.36 
r.c:2 0 co 000 000 O.CD 000 0 CD 000 0 00 ceo 
~-.':eXJCO O.CD O.C'J 000 0 35 0 87 1.13 1 37 1 ~') I~ :.'J2 
SoL1.~ Kcrea 0.00 0 Q;J 0 co 0.11 0.25 0 21 0.28 0 32 C.33 
Tdf\'Rn O.CD 0 00 0 co 0 31 0 52 0.64 0 60 0 50 o.::s 
r:=zest cf \/.fcrid 0 00 000 0 00 i _..!3 18.81 22.51 30.19 ..!2.13 ~6 ~--T 
Re~1cL.:2i 0 00 O.CO 0 co O.CD c 00 0 co c 00 O.CO I~ r:.o 
7otal Net lmoorts 000 0 C{J 0.00 -20.S6 -20.56 -7.00 . 3.38 12.29 1 ~· ES 
Prices (Dollars per .'v1eL'ic Ton) 
FCB De=tur 0.00 000 0.00 -5.46 -13.51 -14.50 -15.29 -19.44 -21.79 
FCB 0LJtch 0.00 000 000 -1.08 -10.04 -1115 -12.03 -16.65 -1 g ;:5 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 
on Beef and Veal Trade 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Net Exporters (1 ,COO Metric Tons) 
Argentina 000 000 0.00 -0.66 -1.69 -2.45 -3.45 -4 60 -3.72 -4.4-6 
A.ustrc:lia 0 co 000 000 0.43 1.12 1.90 2.18 1.75 0 29 0.51 
Br22il 0.00 0.00 0 co -1.15 -2.96 -34ti -3.59 -5.15 -4 75 ~6.79 
Canada 000 000 O.CO -0.35 -1.04 -140 -1.29 -1.32 -1 .02 -1.18 
C~ina -Mainland 0.00 0.00 0 co 0 00 000 0 co 0 00 0 00 000 0 co 
::2stem Eurcce 0.00 0.00 O.CO -0.63 -1.10 -1.88 -1.32 -1.25 -0 56 -1.16 
Eurooean Union 0 00 0 00 0 00 5.27 11.96 21.43 20.31 21 6::' 26.43 28 64 
~~e\v Ze2lar:c' 0 00 0 co 0 00 -0.06 -0.17 -0.21 -:J.:20 -D.2t. -0.22 -0.32 
:Jnr:ed Stctes 0 co 0.00 0.00 4.138 2.34 -2.54 -2.29 -2.21 -8.75 -~59 
- eta I ~~et E_xports 0.00 O.CO 0 00 7.74 8.38 i 1 . .!0 10 35 8.59 7.69 9.42 
>.Jet Importers 
=-0r11er Sov:et Un:on O.CO 0 co 0 00 4. ~ 2 0.01 -0.30 0 55 0 31 -0 . .:::3 C.EO 
.. a can 0.00 O.CD 0.00 1.52 2.07 3 29 0 c;-.:. _J 0 :Ji 0 95 
\~extco 0 00 0 GO 0 co 1.32 3T7 4.79 4.79 6 11 5.C5 7 :s 
Sou:r. Kcrs:; 0 00 O.CO 0 co 0 co -0 02 0 11 -0.~ 0 co .. ;c: I·--' c:.~ 
Rest of V\'oric./Res1dua! 0.00 0 co 0 00 0.78 2.5~ 3.51 2.!8 ~ .27 !J.25 
Total ,\ie~ lmDorts 0 00 0.00 0 00 7.74 ~ --,~ 0 -0 11 LO 10 36 3.59 7 69 ::? ..::: 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 
on Pork Trade 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Net Exporters (1 ,ceo Metric Tons) 
Canada 0.00 O.GO 0.00 -1.41 -3.26 -4.63 -507 -5 07 -4.39 -5.45 
China- Mainland 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.11 1.28 0.92 0.72 0 75 0.81 -0.07 
t:cstem Eurose 0 00 0 co 0.00 -0.29 -0.89 -1.53 -1.87 -I so -1.E9 -1 71 
Eurocean Ur.ron 0.00 0 co 0 00 3.67 9.34 13.51 13.EJ 12.72 12.56 12.46 
2i'/12n 0 00 O.CO O.CO -0.11 -0.36 -0.59 -0.69 -0.63 -0.50 -0 E3 
1._)n~e<J States 0 00 0.00 0 00 -1.99 -2.35 -0.79 2.C5 -, ~~ ~ . .co 0.92 2.33 
-~,(?! ~J~t ~X:JOr7S 0 co 0 00 0.00 0.98 3.78 7 co 8 73 9.17 7.61 6.93 
\Jet Imports 
-~:11ra - ~c.~g Kong 0 co O.CD 0 00 0.11 0.25 0.34 0.35 0.33 0 27 C.36 
:::-r:.r~Pr S::.:viet L:nion 0 00 O.CD 0.00 -0.19 1.14 2.59 3.01 2.90 2A4 3.35 
...,2CC::il c 00 0 co 0 00 -0.11 -0.29 -0.12 0.32 0.33 0.18 1 0~ 
·.-~-:-.Y:c:::: 0 00 O.C·J 0 co 0.6~ 1.52 2.52 ,.) -.:::J 3 E8 3.76 4 iS 
-::·:,'le; /'ies~em Europe 0 co O.CD 0.00 0 00 0 CD 0 co 0.00 0 co 0 00 O.CD 
3cL;th Korea 0 co 0 c:o 0 co 0.03 -D. i 5 -C.37 -.J 51 -0.~ -I.C:)5 -2.95 
;::J_esL cf \t/cr1d/~esiduai 0 co C.C·J 0 co 0.45 1 3! '2 0..! ., ~,-, 2."'. 2 2.02 <, __ .;_·__: --~ 
To:aJ ~~et 117lcor:s 0 co 0 co 0.00 0.98 3.73 7.00 8 ,-, 9.17 7.51 r"J -;:},) 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 
on Broiler l\lleat Trade 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Net Exporters (1 ,000 Metric Tons) 
3rc2il 0.00 0.00 000 -2.22 -4.61 -5.16 -4.37 -3.68 -2.91 -3.17 
Eastern EL.:rope 0 00 0.00 0.00 ~0.49 -0.88 -0.90 -0.72 -0.62 -0.43 -OS! 
European Un1on 0.00 000 0.00 3.78 8.60 10.77 9.SO 10.07 10.54 10.52 
Thailand 0.00 O.CO 0.00 -0.21 -0.:38 -0.39 -0.32 -0.28 -0.22 -0.28 
Unrte-d States coo C.C{) 000 -9.77 -4S9 -1.12 -2.13 """~ -,_,.~._.,:) -5 98 -5 32 
-:-c:21 ~ et :=.xr:.arts 0 00 O.C{) 0 co -8 92 -2.27 3.20 2.26 1.83 0.95 1.28 
Net Importers 
~anaaa 0 00 0 00 0 co 0 co 000 0 co 0 00 0 00 0.00 0 co 
=~·na 
'/air.tar:d 0 co 0 00 0.00 -2.53 -1.89 -1.23 -1.59 -2.07 -2.81 -4.33 
"ere: 'r(o,"C(] 0 00 0 00 0 00 0.15 0.28 0.29 0.2.:1 0.21 0 17 0.21 
=- ~~;~,c::r Su'.r,2! u'GIOn 0 co 0 co O.GO -11 . .!1 -~ 0 07 -6.15 -5.05 -! i 2 -2.89 
. ' C5 
~-2C2~ 0 00 0 co 0.00 0.78 1 LO 1.74 1.76 1.55 1 75 1 ..,~ ~0 
~-J~eXIC:J 0.00 000 c 00 2.92 5.50 6 39 5 . ..:0 4.81 3.89 ..!.53 
Sdl.!C! ;.1c:::~a 0 co 0 C{) c 00 0.21 0 38 0 3? 0 32 ().:=3 v ..:::....:.. 0:3 
Sou;n Kcr<e3 0 co c co 0 co 0.02 ~o.:s -0 ..:0 -0.65 -0 73 ., 07 ., 25 
'\esr of '..Vcr.dJResiduai 0 co 0 co 0 00 0 G • ~'+ 1 91 2.17 1.89 1.80 168 I .::~ 
lo:ai Ner :;-rli:'C·flS O.CO ()co 0 co ~ 0"> -0.~-:.... -2.27 3.20 2.36 1.83 0 95 1 23 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 
on Butter Trade 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Net Exporters (1 ,C{)Q Metric Tons) 
Australia 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.39 0.61 0.99 1.24 1.54 1.91 
Canada 0 00 000 oco 000 000 0.00 0 00 0.00 0 00 O.CO 
E:2stern Europ-e 0.00 0 00 0 co 0.27 0.56 0.89 1.21 1 54 ':.37 2.18 
C:c;rooe2n Union 0 00 000 0.00 -4.25 -9.33 -15.41 -21.83 -28.17 -24.48 -4D.73 
\
1 evv Ze2lar.d 0 00 000 0 co 2.01 2.78 3.78 4.76 5.65 6.43 7 15 
(~ t'rer \;Vest em E:>.Jrope 0 00 O.CD 0 co 0.14 0.23 045 0.61 0.77 0.93 ~ .09 
___ ,-~~:e·j S~c~es 0 00 0 co 0 co 0 co 0 co 0 co D.CO 0 00 O.CO 0 co 
-
·-:-·tal ~~e! :=.x::crrs 0.00 0 co 0 co -1.62 -5.32 -9.58 -~ 4.25 -16.96 -23.71 -2640 
'Jet Importers 
~~c:~.::r So'/'~~ UnJcn 0 00 0 00 0 00 -D 58 -1.32 : :::o -3.C9 -3.97 --H'5 -5./4 
~·c:ar, 0 co O.CD 0 00 O.CD -0.12 -0.13 -0. ~,I -0.14 -•0.': 1 --0.09 
\Aex!r::o 0 co 0 co 0 00 -0.04 -O.C8 -0.13 -0.18 -0.23 -CJ 25 c.,.., - ·'-''-' 
~est cf \"./cilci Residual Cl.CO 0 co 0 co -1 00 -3./9 -7 16 -10.82 -1~ 62 -13.47 -22.:2~ 
~ 
eta! .~~et ir.,pcr:s CJ.CO oco 0 00 -i .62 -5.32 -9.58 -14 25 -18.96 -2:3.71 =-·3 ~~ 
(1-. . .I.S. Dc!!crs ~er ~.~erric Ton: 
FOB Price N. Europe 0 co 0 co 0 co 25.7/ c:-~ ,...,......, ...,.O_CL 92.29 129 S3 153.88 2C9 27 2~9 67 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 
on Cheese Trade 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Net Exporters (1 ,CC{) Metric Tons) 
Austra~ia 0 00 000 000 0.01 0.05 0.14 0.30 048 0.74 1 C6 
=:as:e;n ELrope 0 00 000 0.00 0.09 0.18 0.28 042 0.54 0.65 0.75 
.=:r....:roce2n U1l:cn 0 co 0.00 0 00 0 co 0 C{) 0 co 0 co 0 00 0 co 0 00 
''~ew Zea;and 0 co 0 00 0.00 -101 -2.11 -3.41 -5.53 -7 13 -8.63 -10 16 
·-=~~er \fies~em Europe 0 00 000 0.00 0.09 0.13 0.28 0.42 0.54 0.65 0.75 
- 0(2i ~~et Ex~orts 0 00 000 0 00 -D.83 -1 71 -2.71 --! 38 -5.57 -6.65 -7.60 
'Jet Importers 
-::2naaa 0 00 0 00 0 co 0 00 0 00 0 00 0.00 0 co 0 00 0 co 
=--c~er S:v1et Un1on 0 00 0.00 0 00 0 co -D.01 -0.01 -D.01 -0 02 -0.02 -D 02 
__,2c2n 0 00 0 00 0 00 -D 04 -0.13 -0.20 -·J.26 -0.30 -0.34 .,') 33 
'/.::-v·c: 0 co c c:o G.C.J -O.C9 -0.13 -o.:::a -·]_...!.=: -·J 5~ -0.65 -0 /S 
.·ll~tea States 0 00 0.00 0 00 0 co 0 00 0 00 0 GO 0_00 0 co J co 
:.::est c: '/·/end/Residual 0 co 0 co 0 co -0.70 -i .40 -2.~3 -3.59 -4 72 -5 64 -6 ~5 
- ot21 1\et !.7tpor:s 0 co 0 co 000 -'J.83 -1.71 -2.71 -! 2S -5 57 -0 65 -, =~= 
(U S. 2oUars ~er ~...1etnc lor:) 
FOB Price N. Europe 0 co 0 00 0 co 3.57 17.91 29.22 .:!5.21 .::;orr '--'~--0 r L. ,' I 35 ~3 
Impacts of Agenda 2000 
on Nonfat Dry :Lvlilk Trade 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Net Exporters (1,000 Metric Tons) 
Australia 0.00 0.00 O.CD 0.11 0.26 0.43 105 1.54 2o;· 2.62 
Canada 0 00 0.00 0.00 000 000 0 00 O.CO 0.00 0 00 0 00 
E:::stem E:..:rooe 000 0.00 000 0.25 0.51 0.82 ' 39 1.79 2_; 3 2.56 I 
Eu:cD€an Union 0.00 0 00 0.00 -6.52 -14.61 -24.15 -41.23 -52.96 -64.38 -75.~2 
"'Jrrrer SoYlet Un1on 0.00 000 0.00 -D 01 -D 02 -D 03 -D.C4 -D 05 -0.05 -0.06 
~~ew Ze~:2r.d 0.00 O.CD 000 1.16 2.55 4.33 7.83 10.67 13.38 15.07 
Cther \·Vestem Europe 0 00 0 00 O.CO 0.13 0.25 0.41 0.69 0.90 1.09 1.25 
U:-".:~e·:: St2:es 0 00 O.CO 0.00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 co 0 co 0 co 
~ ~t2! 1'iet =xr:orts 0.00 o.c-o 0 00 --i.89 -11.05 -18.13 -30 32 -38.12 --45.71 -52.95 
,'Jet importers 
~?Cr!:' 000 o c-o 0 00 0.00 -D29 -0.43 -D 41 -0.32 -0.27 -c ::::o 
\l.::...y:c.:: 0 co 0 co 0 co -1.13 -:2.31 -3 69 
-E =-~ -S.C6 -3.3: .. Cu 
:::est of \.\'crd/Residual 0.00 0 00 0 co -3.77 ~46 -14.01 -23.67 -29 74 -35 63 --, :s 
~ 
ct21 :-\et :r::ports 0.00 c 00 0 00 --i 89 -11 C5 -~ s 13 -20.32 -38 12 -.!5 "/1 s:= c-= 
<:US Co:lars c-er ~1etnc Ton) 
FOB Pnce N. Europe 000 0 co 0 00 24./5 52.C:9 85 45 1 c.!3 ': I 195.75 ') ~ .A A ') ,.___~ 1- :::92 ::;-; 
